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Citizens of Ohio:

Community participation in determining school services is a cherished element of
our American heritage. During the past fifteen months, citizen involvement in charting
the course of education in Ohio has reached a pinnacle previously unattained in the
history of this nation. The process, involving more than 125,000 Ohioans, has included
local, county, and regional meetings and a culminating statewide seminar. The state
conference was a capstone which offered a representative group of 1,500 Ohio citizens
the oppc rtunity tc recommend and record what they wanted in their schools.

Beginning in May, 1972, 604 school districts in Ohio—more than 95 per cent of
the districts in Ohio—held Local Citizen Seminars to identify priorities for a redesign of
educa..on in Ohio. In excess of 100,000 Ohioans were engaged in that series of
meetings. In October, 1972, nearly 20,000 persons, meeting in 88 County Citizen
Assemulies, reviewed tentative goals which had been factored by the Ohio State Univer-
sity Evaluation Center from data generated in the May meetings. The 4,000 Ohioans,
who expressed their apinions about goals and related issues in the tweive February,
1973, Regional Meetings, raised the total number of participants to approximately
125.000 persons. The response exceeded expectations.

The purpose of the fourth phase of the *'Search For Consensus™', the April 28th
state conference on '"Alternatives For Educational Redesign™, was two-fold. The first
was to get citizen reaction to a series of proposed suggestions for redesigning educa-
tion which had been indicated in the prior conferences. The second was to secure
citizen response to six accountability procedures which had been developed in ac-
cordance with the accountability mandate in House Bill 475.

The recommendations of the participants will provide the basis for further re-
structuring and reports. Additional publications will focus upon teacher preparation,
gouvernance of education, redesigning the curriculum, restructuring student program-
ming and school-community relations. Future plans also include four specific tasks.
First will be a complete evaluation of the State Board of Education standards. Second,
a conference involving the deans of the 53 Ohio teacher preparation institutions and
representatives of lay and education related organizations will be convered for the
purpose of restructuring teacher preparation patterns. Third, commun.cations will be
made to schoni officials concerning possible suggestions for educational change. Fourth,
recommendations will be proposed to the Genera' Assembly for legislative action.

The purpose of this report is to present, in a condensed form, the reactions of a
representative group of Ohioans at the April 28th state conference to the suggestions
generated by the nearly 125,000 participants in the local, county and regional seminars.

Sincerely,

Meaidon (U.;;a,(

Fn & mbdtl

John R. Mackstroth, President
State Board of Education
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INTRODUCTION

In the early hours of a cloudy Saturday morning,
hundreds of Ohioans left their homes and journeyed
to Columbus to discuss some of the most important
issues facing education in the 1970’s. These in-
terested citizens, students, teachers and school
administrators, more than 1500 in all, were respond-
ing to a request from the Ohio Department of
Education and became part of an historic citizen
assembly. The assembly culminated what is pre-
sumed to be the largest citizen involvement process
in the history of any nation.

Participants who attended that Apni 28, 1973,
conference entitied “Alternatives for Educational
Redesign'* were asked to voice their concerns
about educational redesign and accountability so
that their opimions on these topics could be forwarded
to the State Board of Education and the Ohio General
Assembly for action.

The day's schedule included a brief opening
session, followed by group discussions on account-
ability or redesign, depending upon the personal
choice of each participant. The group meetings
began at approximately 10:45 a.m. and continued
until 315 p.m.

The number of groups in each area—redesign
and accountability—was almost equa!l: twenty-one
groups considered a paper entitied “'Alternatives for
Educational Redesign''. while twenty-three groups
saw two video tapes on six possible accountability
strategies and discussed each. Persons received
copies of the documents through a direct mailing in
advance of the meeting.
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Each group included approximately thirty per-

sons so that an opportunity for maximum exchange
of ideas could be provided. Following the discussions,
the groups made a seres of recommendations

and suggestions.

Each of the 44 small seminars was directed by a
chairman who was responsible for moderating the
discussion, a resource person who answered tech-
nical questions and a recorder. The recorder’s task
was challenging indeed—to record the recommenda-
tions, comments and votes of the group. Discussion
was often enthusiast:c and moved quickly from
one point to another. At the conclusion of the
meeting, recorders submitted the forms on which
they had noted the opinions of the group to Depart-
ment of Education staff members.

The recorders’ results were processed. votes
were tabulated and recorded by meeting room.

The results, in terms of small group totals and state
totals for each of the redesign suggestions and four
questions on the feasibity and potential eftect of
accountability, are presented as Appendixes | and Il
of this report. In addition to seeing their own group
results reported, it 1s hoped that participants will
also be able to get an overview of what happened in
other groups This report is being mailed directly to
all persons who attended the April meeting and 1S
also available to other interested persons.

Summaries of the comments and suggestions
from each seminar are inciuded in this document.

' Votes on recommendations which emanated from the
| small groups are included in Appendixes Ill and IV.
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Only recommendations with actual votes recorded
are includec Some individuals did not vote, and in

some groups not all discussion lead to a tally of votes.

The impetus for the April 28 Conference was
Amended Substitute House Bill 475, in which the
109th General Assembly enacted a five-point
accountability provision. The mandate required the
Department to perform five functions and report
its progress 1o the General Assembly by June 30,
1973. The tive tunctions are:

1. Detine the measurable objectives for which
schools are to be held accountable.

2. Develop a process to determine the extent to
which the objectives are met.

3. Identify the relevant factors relating to the
teaching-learning process.

4. Develop uniform accounting methods.
5. Report findings to all interested persons.

Foliowing the enactment of House Bill 475, the State
Board of Education's Committee on Redesign and
improvement met and soncluded that determination
ot the goals and objectives for which education
should be held accountakle—point one in the
accountability mandate-should come from the
citizens of Ohio. Thus. the concept of ‘‘Search for
Consensus'' was initiated.

The response to the '‘Search for Consensus''
has exceeded all expectations. In May, 1972, 604
school districts—more than 95%-—heid Local Citizen
Seminars to identify the issues and priorities for
public schools. In excess of 100,000 Ohioans were
engaged in that series of meetings. Nearly 56,000
processable opinionnaires and 12,500 written
recommendations for improving the schools were
received. In October, 1972, nearly 20,000 Ohioans,
meeting in County Citizen Assemblies, reviewed the
tentative goals and objectives which had been
“factored’’ by the Ohio State University Evaluation
Center from data generated in the May meetings.
By and large. they supported and approved the
goals. but they indicated a desire to express their
opinions on the issues related to the goals.

The 4.000 Onioans who expressed their
opinions about goals and related issues in the
February, 1973. Regional Meetings raised the
total number of participants engaged in the '':arch
for Consensus'' process to more than 124,000.
.These persons confirmed their support of the goals
which: were presented and identified nhumerous
"issues’” related to the goals.

With the 1,500 persons who attended tie
State Conference, more than 125,000 Ohioans have
béen invoived in the past year in identitying solu-
tions for today's educational problems and charting
the future direction of education.
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SUMMARY REPORT OF
SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS
ON EDUCATIONAL REDESIGN
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ALTERMATIVES FOR FOUICATICNAY
REDESIGN

A large number of the suggestions included in the
"“Alternatives for Educational Redesign® document
received a signiticant—60% or more—~tavorable
response irn the twenty-one groups which considered
educational redesign. This large positive reaction
seems to indicate that participants felt that some
aspects of the present education process should be
modited. A summary report of their suggestions

in each of the major subject areas is listed below. A
room-by-room tabulated vote on each suggestion

1s included n Appendix |. Appendix lil includes
recommendations which came from each room

and the recorded vote to each of those reccmmenda-
tions The following summary is organized on the
basis of the document which was discussed.

Preservice Preparation

In the area of preserv.ce preparation, voting
participants tended to favor a four-year pattern for
teacher education beginning during the freshman
year. One group. however, recommended that only a
few professional experiences be open to freshmen
and another group preferred a three-year program
with the addition of personalized counseling.

Participants tended 10 show support for field
experience in both the freshman and sophomore
year of college. Also recommended was increasing
the minimum number of field expenence quarter
hours to twenty. The concept of dividing field experi-
ence evenly between an inner-City and either a rural,
perimeter or suburban school was also supported
by a majonty vote of those responding. One group,
however, commented that such a requirement
would be ditticult for those schools located some
distance from a City or suburban area.

One hundred per cent of the respondents
recommended that skilis of measurement and evalua-
tion. and management of large and small groups
be included in the teacher education curriculum. In
addition, it was recommended that the professional
methodology of teaching be organized into a
disciphine with a sequential pattern of course re-
quirements. The concept that prospective teachers
be required tv complete a thirty quarter hour major
in a scholarship area was also favored. Eighty-five
per cent supported the concept of a one-year
teaching internship foliowing college graduation

The development of two new certificaton areas.
the teacher-educator-ciimcian and the teacher-
educator for tield experience, received positive
support Requining certihication and teaching ex-
perience for college and university instructors pre-
panng teachers was favored by 95% of the
respondents

i
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The concept of secondary English and social

studies teachers having a minimum of twenty quarter
hours, including classroom experience, in how to
teach reading received a slightly less than 50%
tavorable response. One group, however, rec-
ommended that all teachers be required to have
training and experience in reading instruction.

Four questions relating to preservice preparation
received a less than 39% favorable vote. Voting
participants did not favor screening committees for
prospeciive teachers. Many comments noted that
diverse personalities were desirable and that
screening would tend to be negative rather than
positive. The concept of requiring a *'‘B'’ average for
teactiers was not supported. Voting participants
also rejected the use of an impartial referee to
review teacher performance.

inservice Education for Teachers

Voting participants favored institutionalizing in-
service education by developing an institute within
the Ohio Department of Education and/or a university
for disseminating new knowledge and methodology.
Establishmant of minimum standards for insetvice
education was also supported. Recommendations

on this point, however, underlined a need for state
funding assistance if standards are to be
implemented.

Deployment of Teaching and Assoclated
Manpower

A slight majority ot voting participants favored the
concept of an executive teacher directing a team

of teaching specialists. The use of paraprotessionals
who would perform such routines as roll and record
keeping under the teacher's management was
favored by 56% of the persons. One discussion
group specificallv recommended. as an alternative 10
paraprofessionals, that additional clencal help

be employed.

The concept of developing regional ‘‘volunteer
banks' received a favorable vote. These regional
banks would compile lists of persons with expertise
in certain areas willing to assist in classroom
planming or in presentations to students.

The concept of the Ohio Department of Education
assuming management of those school districts
which consistently fail to meet minimum standards
was rejected. The idea of legislation which would
prescnbe teaching methodology and course con-
tent was not supported by those who responded.

Recommiendations in the area of curniculum redesign
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indicate that voting participants heawily tavor the school and to develop an effective drrection in his
individuahization of instruction. The redesign of or her academic and vocationa! education was sup-
curricutum to begin with the development ot ported by 74% of the respondents.
individual pupit profiles describing the student’s Participants also indicated a desire to
potential received 55% support. One group . | improve the educational opportunities of the ex-
recommended that such a profile be used " for ceptionat child. They recommended providing credit
prescriptive purposes only’ and “‘not be used tor for independent study, special projects or educa-
comparative or standardization purposes.’ Several tiona! travel. They also supported the concept of
groups recommended that such a profile be permitting exceptional chitdren to transfer between
continuous and ongoing’’ to avoid focking a buildings and/or districts to benefit from courses
siudent into an early measurement. Many groups available only in other schools or districts. Several
tavored the profile concept if it were a positive mea- groups thought that this concept should be extended
sure used to assist students tn attaining thewr to all students rather than being imited to excep-
potential Three groups specifically recommended tionatl children.
that any profiles be a private matter between studenis Participants recommended that visitation and
ang teachers. study of various community resources be included
Farty identification of physical and academic in the required six hour schoot day. However, they
problems tor accurate analysis of pupsls was did not sugport the idea of increasing the number of
recommended. Voting also showed a desire for a required units for graduation to include a required
redesigned curriculum so that each student would extracurricular learning experience. The concept of
have the opportunity to learn basic skills at his or requiring work experience for every student was
her optimum time. By the shghtest of margins, 49% overwhelminqgly rejected. Several groups
to 51¢%, the participants rejected the concept that commented that enough jobs could not be found, and
reading and arithmetic proficiency be demonstrated questioned who would be responsibie for finding
before students could graduate trom high school. the job if every student were required to have

The development of individual, acceptable levels work experience.
ot proticiency did receive support. Special year-long

classes tn reading and arnthmetic at the end of the . )

tenth grade were also recommended for students 2&;%2%&8&'1 MUNITY RELATIONSHIPS

not vet skitled in these areas. Participants in many i o 5

arthmetic were “‘basic '’ school-community communication as the top item.
Fifty-two per cent of the voting participants Fammpgnts at the state meeting also noted their

tavored substitutton of basic reading and mathematics | nferest in this area by supporting every redesign

pants also favoted career exploration beginning recommended that local school distri .ts hold citizen

with kindergarten and continuing through sixth grade, | assemblies. Also recommended was periadic re-

inCluding visits to places of employment. as well as porting of stuaent profiles to parents at ieast twice a

classroom disCussions. year, with the profile including an analysis of the

student's abiity and achievement. One group thought
profile reporting was laudable but called attention

REDE 516N OF STUDENT PROGRAMMING to the time that would be necessary for implementa-
Voting participants strongly recommended work tion. Voting participants also tavored suitabte
experience for the educable mentally retarded (EMR) publications by schools for parents and aiso by
student Among the recommengations was a require- schools for parents without youngsters in school.
ment that supervised work expenence prior to Voting showed a favorable response to the
graduation be substituted for some academic work concept of greater cooperation between and among
Aiso suggested was the establishment of work school ana community officials over the use of
expenence as a factor .n quahtying the educable facihttes and the sharing ot construction and opera-
mentally retarded student for fugh schoot graduation tional costs for hibranes, swimming pools, and
Several of the groups recommended that the the ltke.
opportunity for work experience shouid be available The commumty school concept, with educa-
to the educable mentally retarded student but tional and recreational use of schools supported by
not required. taxes. also received a favorable vote One group
The estabhishment of a counsetor-coardinator- stressed the need of requlations to cover com.
teacher 10 assist the disfuphive studest 1o adjubt to a mu ity use of school facilities

si of tedacher education?

EKC
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ACCOUNTABILITY SMALL GROUP
DISCUSSIONS

The six proposed accountability models developed
pursuant to Amended Substitute House Bilt 475
were the subject of 23 of the 44 smail discussion
groups comprnised of lay persons and educators at
the ""Alternatives for Educational Redesign'’
meeting on Saturday. Aprit 28, 1973. Each person
n the groups had in his possession a summary ot
each of the models.

Each of the seminars had a charman and a
resource person, as well as a recorder. The resource
person was a member of the Department of
Education staff. and was given one day of intensive
training i the content of the six accountability
models It was the function of this resource person
to answer questions by participants about the
content of the models. in addition to questions pre-
sented by the chairman of each group for the
purpose ot stmulating discusston. each chairman
was requested to obtain, at the end of the day. a
ranking of each of the models along two dimen-
sions. the degree of feasibriity for each of the models
and the degree of improvement in education which
coutd be expected from each of the models.

Only four groups tailed to record a vote along
these two dimensions of feasibility and improvement.
The actual vote from each of the small groups on
each ot the models can be found in Appendix |l.

The tabular data has been converted into bar
graphs for ease ot comprehension.

Which modet 1s most feasible?

J 521  PERCENTAGE RESPONDING
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As can be seen by the first graph. a majonty of the
voting participants felt that Model It was the most
teasible of the six models presented. No other
model approaches the amount of feasibility support
shown for Model Il This model received nearly
three imes as many votes along this dimension as
any of the other five models
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As can be seen from graph 2 an even greater
proportion of participants selected Model | as being
the least teasible of the six models. No other model
was considered to be as difficult to implenent as
Model |.

e o

GRAPH 3 Which mode! would result 'n the maost

mprovement of education?
342
| 5 PERCENTAGE RESPONDING
!
i

30
2
] l
MODELS 1 #

10
47
M v v

20
[

By a stight margin (34.2%—-30.5%). voting partic-
pants setected Model | as the system which would
result in the most improvement. These figures

would seem to indicate no significant difference

in participant feeling about the effectiveness of
Models | and !l in improving education It should be
noted that Mode! IV, a variation of Model I, recewved
the third highest rating on the improvement
dimension

1
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GRAPH 4 vwnich modet would result in the
feast improvement?
262 PERCENTAGE
RESPONDING
l - l “ l l
MODELS 1

In this instance, Models Il and IV again received
fei .y strong support, since only 5.0% of the voting
participants feit that these two models would offer
the lteast improvement in education.

Based on the tabulation of votes, as indicated
tn these four graphs. Model il seems to have the
greatest amount of support. Modei Il was voted
the most teasible model by 52.1%, whereas oniy
4.3% felt it to be least feasible. At the same time,
30.5% feit that Model Il would offer the most
improvement in education, whereas only 2.5% felt
it would offer the least improvement.

in addition tc the comments along the variables
of feastbihty and improvement, the groups made
several other sugyestions. Listed below is a
summary of those recommendations by mode!
number. Appendix IV mncludes a room-by-room
table of recommendations.

MODEL

Six of the 23 small groups voted to recommend that
Model | be rejected as an accountability system

for the State of Ohic AmongQ the reasons given by
these groups for the rejection of Model | were: 1)
excessive implementation time required; 2) great
expense; 3) impracticality; 4) iack of precise detin-
tion of transacition; ang 5) lack of input trom stu-
dents and parents. In considering Model |, one graup
neld that students, parents. and industry should also
be involved in ! e setting of goals. Another rec-
ommendati:n on Model ! called for a pracedure

to avoid ar nmpasse when transaction breaks down.
One grour spectfically called for teachers to set

up rneacurable classroom goals, taking into con-
sider«hion the goals and abiities of the students

y 5
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MODEL it

Two of the small groups specifically recommended
that Modet it not be adopted. Two groups stated
opposition to Mode! Il because it did not provide for
including in the accountability system such factors
as home influence, educational facilities, and so

on, which affect student learning. On the other
hand, one group id vote to accept Modet It as
written, while anotner voted to accept the model with
certain modifications.

Five of the smalt groups recommende 1 that
specific changes should be made ir. Model ii. For
instance, one group recommended that local dis-
tricts should establish their own goais and ob-
jectives threugh a process of involvement of
parents, students, and citizens at the building level.
Another recommended that schools be encouraged
to set additional objectives which are not measurable
and for which the schoois would not be held
accountable, while stitt another group wishad to
include aptitude tests atong with attitude and
achievement tests in Model It. One group recom-
mended that the total curriculum should be reviewed
at the localt level. This review would be conducted
for the purpose of establishing preference for
criterion-referenced tests.

MODEL il

Five groups voted to reject Modet Itl as an account-
ability system. One of these groups gave as a
reason the fact that, under this system, it would be
possible for the state t0 take over local school
districts. One additionat group, white not voting tor
the rejection of Model Itl, recommended strongly
that local controt not be removed from the districts.
Other groups recommended that additional state
bureaus be developed only after intensive studies in
relation to thn need for those offices; that the

State Department of Sducation provide help to local
districs 10 build an accountability system in each
district; and that an Oftice of Citizen Advocacy at
the state level be added to any model which might be
adopted.

MODEL v

Five small groups recommended the outright
rejection of Model IV in part because of the use of
testing in that model. One group recommended that
reporting should be done on a district-by-district basis.

MODEL V

Four groups recommended that Mode! V be
rejected. A total of six groups specitically recom-
mendead that standardized testing not be used as a

g

Guild you javor & redesion o
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part of this mode! Two groups recommended that i
tests are 10 be used, the tests should not be used
until pertoirnance objectives have been created
One group recommended that schools not be
compared at all untit all schools are equat.

t\t‘ *! H } \v‘(

Six separdte groups recommended that Modet Vi
not be accepted. Three groups suggested that
testing programs should be related to student
mprovement or actievement. Qne of those groups
specitically stated that Model Vi does 1ot benetit the
student. rather it merely provides statistical data

tor the state legsiature.

Caf Tor i B CONMENDATIONS

in addiion to the recommendations made on
speciic models. many ot the smait grcups had more
generai recommendations For instance, six of the
groups recommended that none of the present
models be selected as the Ohto accountabilty
system. whie tour groups stro: gly held that schools
and districts should not be compared at all on the
basts of testing—particutarly standardized testing
atone. One group indicated that a combination of
both criterion-reterenced and standardized testing
was the most desirable testing approach. It should
be noted that there were more recommendations
opposing the use of standardized tests than any other
single type ot recommendation

Seven small groups recommended that other
models be devetoped. even if add'tional time must be
requested by the Department of Education One
group recommended that one of the exsting models
be modified. with that modification being based on
comments by participants at the state meeting, whiie
another recommended that the Deparstment form a
new model. incorporating the best parts of ali the
existing models. Two small groups specshically
recommended that the C-tizen Advocacy Otfice or an
ombudsman be included in any model adopted

Three of the small groups recommended that
any model which is adopted indicate that account-
abiity 1s a shared process among various groups ot
people n the educational community and environ-
ment. such as parents, facully, students.
admimstratars. school hoards, State Department,
and the tegisiature Two Qroups, moreover,
recommended that the chosen modet go through
a period of piioi study pnior to implementation on a
statewide basis, while ene group recommended
that procedures be speched by practitoners

13
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' DISCUSSION GROUP EVALUATION OF SIX ACCOUNTABILITY MODELS

e e e e an

WHICH MODEL 1S LEAST FEASIBLE

WHICH MODEL IS MOST FEASIBLE

T A
T ! 1 T
_w“021~° o MmO wmnvnv [ 2 = B o) wuo < -0 -G 1@
! M | ‘ : -
i , m ; .
s | | a
__Vﬁ.ODEO -0 ™o VMSO - -0 |oO o ©C O wvo. | &
: \ : | '
: : : ; ¢ !
: : m m i 1
i _ , o
. i 1
2 ©o-~00 ©~+-0 P oo oo~ plo o 0011‘ [
f
' * i i
| | _. i :
. i . i '
““0543 o o O =iNm S O - ! o [~ I~ | eyt
- t—3 - - : _,5
_ ! ;
' i 1 t
W 4, ﬁ i
! i ;
,H*OOOO NNOO m OO OON m =~ O 0122_ |,
L A
. i ' 1
! i : . ! b
| mefe2 22e2 =.°2 {8 42 T 2T gl
| ! e i i
e S - _ i S T
. | I b
| | | !
i i : | m _
' slo0o0o C QOO 3 OW oo o 'O o -3~ B~ Y | o8
N M m o
Wwwgsoo ©-0o 'Oz g£z©o 2O © ooori =
P .m P
i . i ~ i i
| == O OO - O -0 0 = 00 o O =IO (= ¢ O O ™| b
| - - -, m mi
oo _ m S
| : M _ ! b
: ' ; ' ! i
.ﬂu4?4NEmH24 “mSOEBBS ﬂntEMEmnv?A..‘ ”“
! o _ - . - = : '
. o ! o . 0 o :
| > : > - S Co
i (» i [} - H (o] o :
“30321N0W30 - mo 3OO0 -®ZO0g -~ ®o; i~
) . ﬁ : w i
e e e e e e e ek I
Y p— © ~ © ® ” © [ B e o o
S ZRsEaBRUS 2883878 §888%Fz:e8  d
! .- - em e
Gg z 22 P SRR GEN °
s -
2 < 2
Z -l Q
o - 4
14
w
-4

R
-
3 |
_ m
' a |
kB
! j
. |
‘ﬁ.
ﬁ _
a
_‘m
M |
| :
| &
[ - S
A - B

o
o

i

!
- |
e
Pows
! i
Lo
| & |
_1~
" I
w

14.9

PERCENT




civi.
AERONAUTICAL
211
213
214
216
217
220
221
222
223

LAZENBY

106
108
109A
109C
13
206

ROBINSON

2007
2009
2011
2025
2143
2147
2151
2153

TOTAL

PERCENT

WRICH MODEL WOULD RESULT IN

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

WHICH MODEL WOULD RESULT IN

THE MOST IMPROVEMENT THE LEAST IMPROVEMENT

' " n W v vi ' " m v v Vi

2 10 0 1 0 ] 8 0 1 ) 0 9

6 1 ] 4 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 8

2 2 0 (] 0 1 0 0 3 1 2 1
I 10 11 1 ° o 0 1 0 15 ] i 5
{  NO VOTE

(] 13 () ] o ] 5 0 5 1 4 1

15 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 16 3 2 3

11 10 1 ) (] 0 3 0 7 0 4 7
0 4 ] 10 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 1
Lo " " v v vi [ " i v v Vi
O

4 2 0 0 (] ] 0 0 1 0 9 0
I o 0 t 16 2 U 2 5 2 2 3
| NO VOTE |
; 3 1 4 13 0 1 Io12 1 0 0 12 3
3 1 4 13 0 1 12 1 e (] 12 3
.0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 2 4
S f 1} v v vi ; ! n " v v vi
f 2 5 1 0 8 2 a 12 1 2 0 0 ]
© NO VOTE
S 10 0 0 0 o 1 e 0 0 0 10 0
| NO VOTE P

2 9 5 0 1 e , . 5 0 1 ) 0 9
LT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 16 0 0 0
I ¥4 ] 0 0 0 0 ] 1 1 0 4 6
A 0 4 5 3 0 2 1 1 1 0 16
iL 101 920 22 62 " 6 7 8 83 8 63 7
T
M2 38 75 210 47 20 240 25 202 28 200 250
L e
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REST COPY AVAILABLE

DISCUSSION GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS
ON ALTERNATIVES FOR EDUCATIONAL REDESIGN

Listed below are the written recommendations which groups
voted on during the Saturday, April 28, 1973 State Meeling.
The recommendations have besn relained in the recorders

ianguage whenever possible.

Ri (,OV!\‘E NDA TION

REDESIGN OF TEACHER EDUCATION
Pereservice Preparation

All prospective teachers shall have competent
services available to them, enabling them to

determine whether or not they should continue in
_their teacher preparation program.

It should be the objective of the education profession

to develop criteria for screening potential teacher
candidates. o

Some teacher}reparation courses should be o
_available and open to the freshman in college. _

All prospective teachers shall, for a minimum of
ten weeks, be required to fully participate in a
_regular school program.

When possible, student teachmg expenence should
be varied to include teaching children from different

_cultural, socio-economic. and racial backgrounds.

Student teachers should have some working
experience with inner-city school children.

Teachers should learn how to motivate indiv"duals in
addition to large and small groups. _

Methods courses with more meaningful content
should be developed.

More than thirty quarter hours in a major scholarship 4

area should be required for teacher preparation.

All teachers should have training and experiences in ”

reading instruction.

Inservice Education for Teachers

State funding should be used to implement inservice

_ programs as provided by existing State standards.

Deployment of Teaching and Associated
Manpower

Rble énd feéord keepmg functions sﬁbuld be )
done by additional clerical staff funded with state
_fesources.

N'i "

a

VOTE
Yu No

et ————

BLHLD!NG ROOM Nn

Denney 212

Denney 212

l-lagerty 3168

Denney 212

Denney 212

l-lagerly 322

Denney 207
Denney 207
Denney 207

Denney 212

Denney 212

Denney 212



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

RECOMMENDATION

BUILDING-ROOM No.

VOTE
Yes No

REDESIGN OF CURRICULUM

e ettt % e s

Individuai student diagnosis shouid be an on-going
procass which wauld help the child reach his
potential in the basic skills, the information being
shared with the student only.

Denney 209

27 1

Individual profiles should be developed by the
teacher, parents, and child. Thay shouild be
confidential and used for prescription purposes only
with no use for comparative of standardization

. purposs.

Hagerty 320

30 5

~ Individual profiles should be contiruous and
- encourage more than an assessment of mental and
i physical capabilities.

Hagerty 325

24 0

individual student profiles should indicate areas of
strengths and weaknesses and serve as a basis for
prescribing measures designed to assist the child to
achieve his or her potential.

Hagerty 425

23 3

There should be continuous diagnosis of leaming
potential and achievement followed by teaching to
to meet the individual differences with profiles being
conlidentiat.

Arps 368

22 3

e e s U Vg

Each school district should begin a plan of early
identification (kindergarten or earlier) on physical,
academic, emotional problems with an assessment
developed permitting more accurate analysis of

pupil achievement and ability in the early primary
years.

Arps 385

24 0

All youngsters should be requ:red to demonstrate an
ability in reading and arithmetic commensurate with
his individual profile befare hsgh school graduation

Acceptable levels of proficiency in language arts
and arithmetic should be required based on
individual st_ufi_g_nt potential and not a group norm.

Youngsters who do not acquire basic reading and
arithmetic skills should be provided special classes

Arps 387

Denney 209

Arps 388

25 0

27 1

until proficiency has been demgnstraled.

Special classes required to achieve proficiency in
reading, fanguage arts, and arithmetic should be
allowed as credit toward graduation.

Denney 209

———— o ey e

28 2

28 0

'rf the schools curricila

a3



GEST COPY AVAILABLE

RECOMMENDATION

———— e —— ¢ A s e e = —_— ——

BUILDING-ROOM No.

VOTE
Yes No

REDESIGN OF STUDENT PROGRAMMING

“Work experience equivalent 10 one academic unit 8
should be altowed but not required. Arps 287
Ohio should endeavor to develop an educational
systern that is directed toward children becoming

self-sufficient and independent as possible, as soon
as possible.

Arps 388

PR —— b e i —— ——— — .t o’

R

“Meaningful work experience in the high school
curriculum should be encouraged. Denney 209

Supervised work experience for the educable Arps 287
mentally retarded youngster should be altowed to Arps 387
substitute tor some academic work prior to high P

school gramsation Hagerty 425

Work expenence for the educable mentally retarded
youngster should be allowed but not mandated asa  Arps 287
qualification for high school graduation.

C‘QQON

" Specialized instructional programs should be offered
to suppiement the normat classroom instruction for Denney 209
disruptive pupus who fail in regular classrooms.

28

Accordmg to schoot district need, the position of
counselor-coordinator-teacher should be created to
provide the oppontunity for disruptive youngsters

to adjust to the school environment.

Hagerty 425

22

Exceptional children should be aliowed to transfer
between buildings and/or districts to benefit from
special programs if approved by the receiving
school

Denney 209

e draa wmmm it e w e s —————e = e e —— 1 et S T o 5 It gttt 2o P e S fm A g

SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONSHIPS AND
SERVICE

“Local school districts should hold citizen assemblies
so that the public will have the apportunity to
review and evaluate methods goals, and objectives
for their schonls.
The incicased use of school buildings for community
use should be at the discretion of the tocal Arps 289
community.

" School buildings should be used only for approved
educational and recreational activities with sensible Denney 209
rules and regulations developed by the school board.

Denney 209

28
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE
DISCUSSION GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS

ON ACCOUNTABIL'TY

A number of recommendations were made with respect to the
accountsbiiity modals. Listed below are thase recommenda-
tions by the room number of the group making the suggestion,

and the recorded vote. The recommendations

have been re-

talned in the recorders language whenever possible. (A U

Indicates unanimous vote)

MODEL ¢

RECOMMENDATION

it wouid take too long to implement Model |.
Include aptitude tests atong with attitude and

VOTE
BUILDING-ROOM No. Yas No
Lazenby 106 ) 12

achievement tests. Lazenby 106 7
Modet t should be removed from further
consideration because it is too cumbersome, time- Lazenby 113 24
consuming and expensive.
Provisions should be made to handie an impass?. Lazenby 109A 10
Model | should be eliminated from any further
consideration. d Lazenby 109C 24
Model | is too lengthy, time-consuming and
expensive. _ Lazenby 206_ 2
Modet | should not be accepted. it is too involved. Lazenby 206 23
Students and parents should be included in reaching  Civil and
goals, in addition to industry and education. Aeronautical 20
Engineering 217
Modet | should be tried experimentally in one school Civil and
or locale rather than on a state-wide basis. Aeronautical 14
Engineeting 220
Rather than spending time developing accountability
models, the Search for Consensus program should Civil and
be redirected toward developing better communica- Aeronautical 25
tions with educators, citizens, etc., especially at the Engineering 220
local level.
There must be pre and post tests to assess resuits. Civit and
Aeronautical 24
Engineering 222
Total cost estimates should be reported for all Aeronautical 15
models. Civil and
Engineering 222
MODEL I
‘Accept Modet Il with modifications Rokinsun 2011 15
Locat schools should establish their own local goals
and objectives by involving parents, students, and
citizens in their building problems to develop their Robinson 2011 15

own programs and submit them to the district.
Each district would report to the State through a
representative elected by their peers.




BEST COPY AVAILABLE

e

VOTE
PETININRINA T AN PO NG HOOMNG Yes No
The total curriculum shouid be reviewed at the local
level. Collect and review curriculum materials at local \
building level to establish performance objectives Robinson 2011 14 0
and test items. o e
Delete the sentence: “Difterent reports for drfferent Robi 2011 9 o
types of audiences are recommended by the model.” obinsoh ety oo B
Accept Modet X e Rob_inson 2 ) ?1 2
Not in favor of Model i Reasons stendardrzed
tests do not provide for accountabiiity in other areas, .
i @ . home influence, scho Jl administration, Robinson 2147 U
educatron fecrhtses , efc. L e
The pr raze shoutd be added: “'Schools would be
encouraged to set additionat objectives which are r
not measurable, and they would not be held Robinson 2151 16 e
accomteble for them ' e L L
Drop Model I entrrely ) e _pri_nson 2_1_5_[ - 10 6
A random sample shourd be added to Model I Civil and
Aeronautical 24 0
_ o o Engineering 217 o N o
Suggest behavioral obgectwes and performance Civil and
criteria be used. Evaluation has to be more Aeronautical 24 0
than paper and pencil testing. . Engineering 217
Eliminate standardized testing. Civil and
Aeronautical 24 0
o o Engineering 217 — o
Prefer criterion referenced tests. Civit and
Aeronautical 20 0
_ . Engineering 223 - )
MODEL it
Locel control should not be re_m_gy_ed ‘ - * Lazenby 199(2_ :_:__- ;_” T ~ B _27 ) 1 -
Additional state bureaus should be developed only . .
after intensive studies in relation to need. o RobmsonZOOT ] 1?_ B 0 B
State Department of Education shoutd provide
tinancial and technical help to local districts to build Robinson 2007 22 0
_an accountability system rn each !ocat drs{rr_c_t_ - e
Re;eet Moder m o _Robmson 2011 L . ~L9 0
Scrap Model III L Robinson 2025 S a1
_@Ed_e}_l!l shoutd be rerecte_ o ____“_“_H__Robrnson 21«}7@ e __U_ .
Throw out number (il because rt is possrb!e for the .
State to take over local school districts. R°b_“_‘s‘i‘" 215‘_ - ___9_____ L
srate otfrces are necessary beceuse of opposrtron to Civil and
statewide testing of student achievement. Aeronautical 25 0
e Engineering 217 _ e
Thrs model is not acceptable Civ.l and
-Aeronautical 26 Q
_ ) _____ Ergineering222
v :7 . "E
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MODEL IV

Réboning should be done on a district-by-district
basis to the State.

Model v should be re;ected

Model IV shoutd be rejected.

Re;ect N because of standardszed test:ng

There should be a random sampnng of students
teachers, superintendents, principals. There should
be local evaluation rather than have district
repomng

Eliminate standardized testmg

Modet IV is unacceptable.

'Rot_)innsén 21??' S

" Civitand

Y PYCR LSS faate R &N
EEERE RO IR RS el

Robinson 2007

Robinéoﬁ 20i v
Robinson 2025

Civit and
Aeronautical
Engineering 217

Aeronautical
Engineering _2_1 :f B
Civil and

Asronautical
Engineering 222

MODEL V

_Sianda'rd:zed_'iests shoufd not'be used as a basis
for companson

There should be a moratorium on standardized tests
untit the performance objectives are stated.

We cannot demand equal accountability across the
state until all schools are on equal basis. e.g., fiscal
plang, etc.

Comparison of schools should not be made unti all
are equal.

Use of standardized tests, somewhat similar 1o the

Lazenby 106

Lazenby 109A

Lazenby 109A

Lazenby 109A

Michigan system. are not the solution. Eliminate the Lazenby 113

modadel.

If tests are used as parn of the criteria, no test

should be used until new perforrance objectives Lazenby 206

can be developed.

Reject this model. Robinson 2011 .

Model V s_hou!d be rejected. Robinson 2025 _

Accountabiiily should not include any mandated .

standardized tests. R°t_""s°“ 2147

Throw out Model V entirely. Robinson 2151
MODEL vi

This model should not be seriously considered.
Keegp testing related to achievement.

if we keep in testing in the model, relate it to
improvement.

Reject this model.
Mode! VI should be rejected.

Lazenby 109A
Lazenby 108C

Lazenby 113
Robinson 2011

. _prinson 2025 o

vOTE

Yes No
22 0

e

. 23 . - 3 -
U.

21 0
24 1
24 0
U

10 1
10 0
10 0
22 1
24 0
18 0
23 3
U

21 1
u

% 0
28 0
4 0

23

27
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) VOTE
DTN AT T £ PR RDORT N Yes No
This model does not benetit the student. it just - -
provides statistical data for State legislature. We do  Robinson 2143 17 0
not approve of mode! as stated. ) o e,
DropModetVt. Robinsn2t5t 18 0
Throw it out. Civit and

Aeronautical ar 0
e ... . .. .. _ . fFEngneering222
Eliminate standardized testing. Civil and
: Aeronautical 25 0
_ S _ Engineoring 217 S,
GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS
There is no model that is presented here that could  Civiland
be adopted as written. Aeronautical 28 0

e e e Engineering 216 . e e e
Some other model or combtnatton of modets should Civil and
be adopted. Aeronautical U

o e Engineefing2t7 i .
Any accountabitity model accepted by the legisiature Civil and
should include students, teachers, principals, . vii an tical 23 0
superintendents, legislature, parents, boards and the Eer?nau “ca 217

responsibilities of each group should be defined.  =M@neesma &if - o
Schools should not be compared using any criteria Ctv;! and
in regard {0 accountability. Aeronautical 25 0

L Engineering 217
Do not want standardized tests at any ttme Civit and
Aeronautical a3 0
e e Engineering 217
Parents should be involved in accountability models. Civil and
They shoutd have some input and control over the Aeronautica! 28 0
goals set. o ' Engineering220
Even though we vo'ed on the summary questton we Civil and
do not approve of these methods of accountability. Aeror.autical 18 0
Enginering 220

Al six accountabttity modets should be restructured

and combined to form a revised model. This wiil

result in the primary accountability of public

education in the State of Chio to the parents, rather Civil and

than to the state, counties, local school boards or Aeronautical 20 1)
to the Ohio legisiature. An accountability system in Engineering 220

each local district is necessary and desirable

primarily to help districts provide and move to &

more complete quality education.

Implementation procedures, regardiess of model, Civil and
should be specified by practitioners. Aeronatutical 22 0
Engineering
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R o0

IRLLIIL AR REALY

There should be feedback on individua! students
regardiess of the model.

Must f:rst dnagnose the problems and keep n srmp!e
and from local to siate.

Anti-standardized testing.
-A!f.a—re'aé of curriculom should be assessec.i-;- o

This. group is for criterion referenced testlng and
aganst standardized testing, or for a combination of
the two.

For criterion referenced testing:

For a combmatnon of the two kinds & { tests.

There must be a way for estab!ushmg acoountebmty

of alf involved in school systems — parents.
_teachers, | acministrators and schoot boards.

Any modet adopted shoutd cover all facets ox
educational community and envircnment, such as
_parents, faculty, students, etc. o

The Citizen Advocacy Boara or an ombudsman
should be retained in any modei.

The State Department of Loucatuon should request a
reasonable extension of time, not to exceed three
months. from the legisiature, to form a new model

Citizens Advocacy Board should be retained in any
model recommended. An ombudsman should be
provided.

The State Department of Education should request
more time for development of a more suitable model
~—a reasonable length of time.

it the State Legislature is going to mancate
accountability to school districts, the St :te should

_provide funds to support the mandated program.

We cannot acceot any of the six models.

"\-A.lﬁatever model is chosen should go tﬁrough a pilot
program before it becomes statewide.

“One of the models should be modified, basing
modification on comments by paricipants at this
conference.

Oppose stanoardnzed (norm referenoed) tests in any
form in any models.

BUHETYNG ROOMN N

Civil and
Aeronautical

Civil and
Aeronautical

Engineering 221

Engineering 222

Civil and
Aeronautical

__ _Engineering 222

Civil and
Ae;onautical

_Engineering 222

Lazenby 106

Lazenby 106

e e e ———— e A AT o i D T ek e 6o

Lazendy 109A

Lazenby 108C

Lazenby 109C

Lazenby 109C
_incorporating the best parts cf all the other models.

Lazenby 113

Lazenby 113

Lazenby 206

Civil and
Aeroiautical

~ Engineering 214

Civit and
Aeronautical

7 Engineering 214 )

Civil and
Aeronautical

_Engineering 214

Civil and
Aeronautical

VAL &

>3

_.. Engineering 221

VOTE

Yos Mo

23 0

27 0

24 0
a0

10 1
e
17 13
[P

17- 13

— 36 0
18 0

1—6" | Q
— 10 9 —

18 3

29



RECOMMENDATION

Scheols and districts shouid not be compared on
the basis of achievernent tests alone.

There is & nesd for clear and concise identification
_of relevant faciors related to the teaming process.

‘Weasa Jroup oppose all six models of account-
ability and ask the State Department of Education
to develop pilot projects which do not involve
standardized testing and have sufficient guarantees
that any other type of testing will not be used for
staff evaluation but for student progress and
evaluation. These pilot studies should be tested over
a sufficient period of time and the results should be
reported to the citizens Consensus group for
further evaluat:on and refmement

We vote agamst any modek thet prov:des a
companson of dustncts by test results.

We recommend that this group commend the State
Board of Education for their efforts to involve the
citizens of Ohio in Search for Consensus and
discussion of the accountability models. But in the
future, we request that the State Board provide for
broader participation, with much more background
material provided for each and every participant.
We are distressed that information on the
Accountabrhty Models was so sparse.

A more representatwe cross-section of mdnvsdua!s
such as housewives, teachers, businessmen,
laborers, parents, social workers, students should
work with the State Board of Education in formation
of background material in the > accountability models.

Accountabamy must be a shared process among
eight groups, legislature, State Department, school,
community, parents, Boards of Education,
administrators, teachers and students. No one can
be held accountable over something which he
does not have control and input.

We recommend that at Ieast three commmees be
appointed, composed of practicing educators in
public education, to consider how the negotiation of
accountability contracts as included in Account-
ability Modet | might be more practical and less
cumbersome, providing an opportunity for input on
the part of those people who would implement it 1
accepted. These committeaes are to include
representatives of all parsonnel who would be
involved in this procedure representing at least the
urban, suburban and rural type districts. This should
be done prior to presentation ot the legislature.
Funther, this recommendation does not represent

an endorsement of any of the accountability models

VvOTE

BUILDING-ROOM No Yes No
Robinson 2007 22 0
Robinson 2007 22 0
Robinson 2009 22 1
Robinson 2011 16 0
Robinson 2025 27 0
Robinson 2025 20 0
Robinson 2147 U

Robinson 2147 21 0

i presented

We vote agamst any s model that provrdes a
comparison of districts by test results.

Robinson 2011 16 0
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CITIZEN PARTICIPATION—
FUTURE DIRECTIONS
OF EDUCATION IN OHIO

in deterence to the long established tradition that schools in our country are close to
therr constituency and the unparalieled cataclysmic changes in society. which have
tended to erode public contidence in all governmental institutions, a new approach to
citizen involvement in education has teen underway in Ohio during the past

fiteen months.

The fourth phase of the citizen involvement process was the statewide conference
on “Alternatives for Educational Redesign.” This report contains the suggestions and
recommendations of the 1,500 Ohioans who engaged in dialogue during the full day
meeting. Other efforts which have been initiated in response to the statewide confer-
ence are in tour specific areas.

Restructuring of teacher education is the first priority. The initial step toward
l the achievement of the objective is a conference involving the deans of the

53 Ohio teacher preparation institutions and represeniatives of lay and educa-

tion related organizations. Conterence and discussion have been initiated

and a timetine for goals attainment has been set.

2 Task forces are now in the process of providing for a complete evaluation ot
the 23 sets of State Board of Education standards. That process is being

coordinated by a 17 member ad hoc committee in the Department of Educa-
tion. Preliminary reviews of each set of standards are being conducted by
those agencies which administer them. A supplemental analysis of each set
ot standards 1s also being undertaken by specially appointed task forces. This
three level approach to evaluation, which includes a timeline for completion
prior to the end of the year is expected to result in the developmert of a
compendium of standards organized and codified in accordance with new
knowledge and procedures which respond to the technological and urban
hfe style of the 1970's.

The theed area of action is the distribution of this report to school officials for
3 implementation of appropriate suggestions or comments in individual school
aistricts. Earlier reports from local, county, and regional meetings were
returned to school personnel. A number of districts instituted local etforts to
expand upon earlier meetings. It is hoped that this report might provice the
basts for further constructive discussion in each of Ohio's 620 schootl districts.

Recommendations to the General Assembly for legistative action based upon

4 data from the April 28th meeting. the review of all State Board of Education
standards. including teacher education standards, and suggestions from local
school officials coraprise the fourth area of action resutting from the state
meeting

The data from all previous meetings, the commitment to involve citizens in charting the
course of education and the citizen participation process to redesign education offers
a basts for substantial restoration of public confidence in the scnoots of Ohio. The

past years efforts reflect the need for a massive redesign of education to serve
effectively all the children of all the people in a rapidly changing complex economy and
style of ving. This renewal of public participation and confidence, hopetully, will
enhance the efforts of the schools of Ohio to attain new heights of effectiveness and
will reestablish the pridetul tradition of local control and citizen commitment for
improvement which has charactenzed Ohio's educational heritage
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